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REMARKS 

\.ppliea$ thanks the Ex heiho gh ex i oi i 5e< wiuuui 

espec f ests reconsideration of the present application in view of the f< goii g 
! 1 f s that follow . At the time uf th< m 

Action dated. March 3. 2010 ("Final Action"), claims 1-37 were pending. Of these, claims 1 -16 
and 1 8-3? have been amended to clarify the claimed subject matter. ' l.n addition, new claims 38- 
53 have been added to further protect aspects of the application. The amendments and new 
claims do not add new matter, and support for the amendments and new claims may he found 
hroiighout the specification as anally tiled. Tin K>n en in this response, claims 1 -53 
will he pending for examination. 

. so I n i \c io ? ? m\ - c . ms ' 3 t ider >5 U.Sa 103(a) as al sgedl; i eing 
i * Patent No. 7,046,649 x ! S N< 

6,473,419 ("Gray"). Applicant traverses this rejection for at least the reasons set forth below. 

**■ Claims 1-5 and 20-23 

\\ 1 c. t v trdv „ n s and 20,. the Final Action asserts that Atwater 
discloses every claim ement r cep fo p vvei a\ sia s and t doling transraiss ; detection 

i C , ,v <Uui 'n i (<! v. ' c . i t < ^ 

.f'V-S 'r>';i \ \ e. t . m - i m r ^ tc ■ < -1 el . 

>nsiderc e ? tiom discloses or suggests ( 1 g, at a c a i 

v. st v t i v v 2) *'rc sive to a c i ! ! N V 

device i er save s St I ns n protec j ievice; and (ii) 

ti ><• ' < horn lis. \ < iec a ^ s ' v. ia . . t a dun; uc\ ice uiaHe » \ . 
protections' as reeked in amended, claim 1 and similarly recited in amended claim 20. 



1 Applicant notes that a number of amendments were mads for formal and stylistic reasons {eg., amending 
s me? d to na 

nor civ>es a intend to surrender any claim scope with regard to the Doctrine of Equivalents. 
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A. Neither Atwater aor Gray discloses determining, at a first device, a power 
save status of a second device. 

Independent claim 1 , as amended, recites "determining, at a first device, a power save 
status of a second device:" Independent claim 20 includes a similar element. Atwater and Gray 
do not disclose - es : net t 

v , N I _ s 1 t ' * K 1 i f t 

system and a Biuetoo h radio system." (Atwater at 3:4-6. emphasis added}. This; is 

evico .Of (tl at i 
(110 I J. 4) whcnevei the 11 1 i 802. : i transceiver ( 108 1 12) is activated, and vice versa,"' 
Uwatc id f l v , x m v v m e fimdai 

problem tss >ciate I wit s pn \ idi u both a Bluetooth rati s; stem a id an 0 E! 802 i 1 radio 
system in a single device." (Atwater at 5:15-1 8, emphasis added.) That is, Atwater teaches 

In. contrast to the teachings of Atwater, independent claims 1 and 20 recite "determining, 
at a first device, a power save status of a second device." Because Atwater does not teach or 
t gges t v t powet save stat e - i 

respectfully submits that Atwater cannot he reasonably interpreted as teaching tins claim element. 

Gray does not disclose the above-mentioned claim element absent from Atwater. Gray 
discloses that "operation of a mobile station is transitioned from the control hold normal suhstate 
94 tolUv >. v x w M i e ( d<. 

Gray at 7; 1 8 wore ... ready access t t ! 

interface resource must be maintained." (Gray at 23-25.) Because placing a mobile station in a 
power save scab-state cannot be reasonably interpreted as "determining, at a first device, a power 
save status of a second device." Applicant respectfully submits that Gray does not disclose the 
above-mentioned claim element absent from Atwater. 
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B. Neither Atwater nor Gray discloses (i) enabling transmission protection at 
the first device and (ii) transmitting, from the first device, a message 
requesting that a third device enable transmission protection in response to a 
determination that the second device is not in a power save state. 

1 >s or iv. '\ kp \ik\. e.o ^ 1 toe, . "tewusov: to . v otv noeot,> r. 1'j ho sooon,: 
lev ice is t o > cs a- s t a ; nV i p oiioi st du\iee: and (i 

u-ansmittin u v 1 f 2 \ ^ t ige reques i hird device <. lissio 
protcvm-n." * e< v e< J tiro " * include- a «*-milar ki ~ \ e -> Uno e not discio.se 
or suggest this element. 

x a m elements p >re\ does c 

sting e ml Ac sserts th Uw eaches the claim elen i : - and 6:26-37 
(See, Final Action at 3.) Applicant has reviewed these portions of Atwater. as well as the rest of 
UwaU: lydi agrees with his assertion. The cited portion from column 5 of 

Vtvt a nei desci bes ransmission/reception of ii 2 < > ed portioi 

from column 6 of Atwater merely describes a As witching mode of operation, [where] the 
cvpo r miie h- 1 " v. * noirsceiver (1 10 e the IEEE 

v< 8 s activated and vice versa Bee se 
reasonably interpreted as '-enabling transmission ai a first device" as wed as "transmitting, from 
be •> . v. v , 1 1 I > ^ i s A >• ! ^ s t 

espo i determh ion that the second device is i \ 1 s pplk 

espe x N ■ t> 1 ' t 5 v e oi ge esc eienie.nl 

Furthermore, Applicant submits that Gray does not teach or suggest the above-mentioned 
dements absent fi Uw \s mentioned e, r na <. s t n oi 

nobiles sitioned ft the control hold normal substate 94 to the control hold power 

ave subs N o v 1 sens va > imm catio applieai ns 5 r 1 2 

however, does not teach or suggest "enabling transmission at a first device" as wen as 
transmittingefron e first device, a message i testi smiss on 
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- ec e e lete natiot it the second device is not in a power save 

Fhus, ( rtaj cannot be reasonab!) interpreted as teaching the claim elements absent from Water. 

Ih Claims 6, 7. 24, and 25 

A. Neither Atwater nor Gray discloses (i) enabling transmission protection at 

the first device and (is) broadcasting a message requesting that a third device 
enable transmission protection in response to receiving a first frame from a 
second device. 

Independent claim 6 recites ''receiving, at a first device, a first frame from a second 
device" and "in response to receiving the tlrst frame from the second device, (i) enabling 

i isn x i > 2 first device; and (ii)b idcasting from the s u 1 s sgc 

requesting that a third device enable transmission. protection.'" Independent claim 24 includes 
s n t v •v ». <. ' i s i n tn 

considered ^ vc.iv s discussed 

x v v Water is merely directed to v „ ^ * . v u t s <. \ 

Li SO system and a Bluetooth radio syste Wate i i mpl dded ind 

i - * s ' *->Jc station ' irom the ^ . h , ^ v < < * 

control held power i \ . bfr tin dfra\ s i n ^ t 1 i v i v i a <- v x * at 

/ SI' fr^r..-.. v e .drugs fail to describe the * v n < v. n x> w , a 
received frame, Applicant submits that Atwater and Gray do not. render obvious these claim 
elements. Put another way. because Atwater and Gray do not teach a first device that, in 
response to receiving a frame from a second device, "(i) enahljes] transmission protection at the 

S ^ , v S "> , i ' f \ ,v V si v ^ 1 , . > . Ilv. OKv 

enable transmission protection;' these references cannot be reasonably interpreted as teaching the 
claim element;? ~e; forth in independent claims n and 24. 
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ML Claims 8-15 and 26-33 

A. Neither Atwater nor Gray discloses transmitting a first enabling message 
and a second disabling message in a continuous alternating pattern, 

J! s ! u . v. " v 1 o c \ \ 

©quest ' id devic or able transmission protection and a second menage requesting 
that the c nd de ice iisable ransmission protecm c?c5 o 'i^' - v second 

message are continuously transmitted in an alternating pattern, and wherein a time period 
se<\s " v , uessage and the tn - ' ,o w ^ \ - s _ v 

une < eludes a sim.il tr c m< espex submits 

hat Atwate i jethc es ! lone o t combinat dot disclose suggest 

this claim element In particular, and in light of the description of Atwater and Gray above, 

v o ' ^ ^ v \twater nor Gray disclose - st device 

v e ! - ad device enable tr ( * - e iot and a second 

message req - at the .second device disable transmission protectant t2) tit >ueh rst and 

second messages > \. continuou 1 '"no xa oj 

-,C| ! S I 1 v ! 1 !v ! 1 < i ? ' i_ 

Hence, Atwater and Gray cannot be reasonably interpreted as disclosing this claim feature. 

8. Neither Atwater nor Gray discloses adjusting a time period separating the 
transmission of the first and second message in response to a received 
message. 

e above pend u 8 ci ooi 

receiving a message from a third device at the first device, adjusting the time period separating 
v s ! i ! s-. ends xlcpe de < 

< a vn oa>m ttc am mUhei coed ? .Laeme t gcost ustti a 

tin \ 5<t he transmission o irst i less tge ant id , ^ 1 
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receiving a message from a third device at a first device. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Atwater and Gray cannot he reasonably interpreted as rendering obvious tins claim element. 

IV. Claims 16-19 and 34-37 

A. Neither Atwater aor Gray discloses transmitting from a first frame 
comprising a duration field value. 

id 1 ,v 1 n ^C? -1 .<.?' - " ! s - [ \ 1 \ - . ! 's s inn 

comp '':u v. Gth tiue t - »>n I devk < ^ atw municatioi chumn 

in a wireless local are network in accordance with a first mou t i v i onepe<v.eut 
J t U v v \ v v > J ikl un o\ > nh 

■vising on the statement in Uwater ith regard to Figure 3 that "| r)he total duration of a ifV-i 

icke K l ! , S < . ! n s iced because 

Atwater is merely indicating the duration of a packet and is not describing "a first frame 

r d eklwith; value t idded.) ilia is, be e v ot 

describe a frame including a duration field with a value. Atwater cannot be reasonably interpreted 
as teaching this claim element recited in independent claims 16 and 34. 

V. New Claims 38-53 

New claims 38-53 have been added to further protect aspects of the present application. 
Because hese claims indue c staniiall uded in clain 

Applicant respectfully submits that these new claim-, are distinguishable fronts the cited references 
for at h. ihc m;>mm ^ $ above. 

CONCLUSION 

Because none of the references cited in the Final Action, either separately or in 
combination with each other teaches or suggests all of the features recited in independent claims 
Lb, 8, 16. 20, 24. 2A 34, 38, 42, 44, and 50 Applicant submits that independent claims 11.6. 8. 
16, 20, 24. 26, 34, 38, 42. 44, and 50 are patentable over these cited references. Furthermore, 



UADl 2336642,1 



-21- 



\ . i T, * - ; > ;y - 



because dependent claims 2-5, 7. 9-15, 17-19, 21-23. 25, 27-33. 35-37, 39-41, 43, 45-49, and 51- 

seh d ndi v ndent upon independent s > I 2 f 2-+ 1 3 

38, 42, 44, and 50, Applicant submits that each of these claims are allowable for at least the same 
reasons discussed above, in addition to other reasons which Applicant reserves the right to argue 
at a later time if necessary. 

Applicant believes thai the present application is now ia condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectful iy requested. The Examiner 
is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is belt that a telephone interview would 
advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional tees which may be 
eqi red regardi pp t - C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.17 credit as x ?aymen o 

Deposit Account No. 1 9-074 1 . Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by the credit 
card payment instructions in EFS-Web being incorrect or absent, resulting in a rejected or 
incorrect credit card transaction, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741. If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of 
papers submitted herewith. Applicant hereb\ petitions for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 
and authorize* pawnee: id -u -,uch extensions lees ro Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 



Respectful ly submitted. 





FOLEY & LARDNER ELF 
Customer Number; .23524 
Telephone; (608) 258-4292 
e < ^ X-~ ^ 



Nicholas M. Eager wall 
Attorney for Applicant 
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